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Art Unit: 2154 

DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-16 are presented for presented for examination. 



Election/Restrictions 

2. Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 : 

I. Group 1 : Claims 1-12 are drawn to a remote reconfiguration computer system and 
a method for remotely configuring a data storage system, classified in class 709, 
subclass 220. 

II. Group 2: Claims 13-16 are drawn to a method for providing reconfiguration 
services, classified in class 705, subclass 8. 



3. Inventions I and II are related as subcombinations disclosed as usable together in a single 
combination. The subcombinations are distinct from each other if they are shown to be 
separately usable. In the instant case, invention II has separate utility such as in a system lacking 
the reconfiguration services, particulars. See MPEP § 806.05(d). 



4. These inventions are distinct for the reasons given above, and the search required for 
each Group is different and not co-extensive for examination purpose. For example, the searches 
for the four inventions would not be co-extensive because these groups would require different 
searches on PTO's classification class and subclass as following: 
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(a) the Group I search (claims 1-12) would require use of search Class 709, subclass 220, 

(b) the Group II search (claims 13-16) would require use of search Class 705, subclass 8. 

5. A telephone call was made to Ms. Carol Gordon, the applicant's representative, on June 
8, 2004 to address a possibility of restriction requirement. The applicant chose an election of 
Group I, which is, claims 1-12, without traverse. 

6. Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected invention, the 
inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1.48(b) if one or more of the 
currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at least one claim remaining in the 
application. Any amendment of inventorship must be accompanied by a request under 37 CFR 
1.48(b) and by the fee required under 37 CFR 1.1 7(i). 

7. Claims 13-16 are withdrawn from examination. 

8. Claims 1-12 are now presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1, 4, 5, 7-9,10, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ofer et al, (U.S. Patent No. 6,209,059) in view of Axberg et al (U.S. Patent No. 
6,009,466). 

11. As per claim 1, Ofer et al show a reconfiguration computer system comprising: 

a storage management host (column 3, lines 13-19) installed in a client data storage 
system, (abstract, line 10-13) having a first configuration (column 2, lines 22-23) and 
comprising at least one master storage unit for storing data and providing access to the stored 
data (column 1, lines 34-35) and one host linked to the master storage unit, and further wherein 
the storage management host is communicatively linked to and adapted to provide remote access 
to the master storage unit and the host; ((column 3, lines 13-19) and 

a remotely located reconfiguration center communicatively linked to the storage 
management host configured for receiving a reconfiguration request (abstract, lines 4-6; request 
from host controllers) for the client data storage system (column 2, lines 27- 37) and for 
transferring a logical implementation of a second configuration to the client data storage system 
via the storage management host, wherein the client data storage system is operable to process 
the logical implementation to configure the data storage system in the second configuration 
(column 8, lines 1-5 and column 2,lines 27-49) 

Ofer et al fails to show the use of a data storage subsystem. 
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However, Axberg et al show the concept of a storage subsystem (column 1, lines 45-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to combine the teachings of Ofer et al and Axberg et al to create a reconfiguration 
system using a an alternative storage subsystem because it would provide a great degree of 
independence from a host computer system when implementing such reconfigurations on data 
storage systems. 

12. As per claim 4, Ofer et al fails to teach the concept of a subsystem and a subsystem, 
wherein the master storage unit of the second data storage subsystem is a different type of data 
storage device than the master storage unit of the other data storage subsystem. 

13. Axberg et al show the use of a subsystem (column 1 , lines 45-61) and that data can be 
stored in one or more mass data storage devices, such as rotating magnetic disk drives or tapes 
attached to a single computer system (column 1, lines 13-17 and column 2, lines 28-44). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to use more than one subsystem in a reconfiguration system and to use a subsystem 
with two different storage units of different types because it would increase the storage capacity, 
speed, reliability, and increase cost effectiveness. It would allow for files less frequently used to 
be moved a slower but less expensive form of storage. 

14. As per claim 5 Axberg et al show a computer system wherein the transferred logical 
implementation includes executables that affect a change in the first configuration selected from 
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the group consisting of a logical unit number (LUN) size change, cache blocking, establishing 
hot standby, changing RAID, logically moving the master storage unit or a portion thereof, 
mainframe device type changing, adding channels, and increasing performance (column 1 , lines 
20-44) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to combine the teachings of Ofer et al and Axberg et al to create a reconfiguration 
system using a an alternative storage subsystem because it would provide a great degree of 
independence from a host computer system when implementing such reconfigurations on data 
storage systems. 

15. As per claim 7, it contains similar limitations as claim 1, therefore is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

16. As per claim 8, Ofer et al shows receiving a reconfiguration request for the client data 
storage system and determining the first configuration, prior to transferring (column 5, lines 28- 
40). 

17. As per claim 9, Ofer et al fails to show a method including identifying a predetermined 
level of reconfiguration services from a plurality of service level options and creating the logical 
implementation based on the identified level of reconfiguration services. 

1 8. Axberg et al shows a method for identifying a predetermined level of reconfiguration 
services from a plurality of service level options and creating the logical implementation based 
on the identified level of reconfiguration services (column 2, lines 47- column 3, lines 1-22). It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to combine the teachings of Ofer et al and Axberg et al to create a method for 
reconfiguring data on a storage system by identifying a predetermined level of reconfiguration 
services and creating the logical implementation based on the identified level of reconfiguration 
services in order assist a user planning the configuration of devices. 

19. As per claim 10 5 it contains similar limitations as claim 5, therefore is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

20. As per claim 12, Ofer et al show the monitoring of the client data storage system and 
based on the monitoring, transmitting a recommended reconfiguration for the master storage 
unit, prior to the transferring (column 2, lines 47- column 3, lines 1-22 and column 16, lines 30- 
34). 

21. Claims 6 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ofer et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,209,059) in view of Axberg et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,009,466) as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Wookey (U.S. Patent No. 6,085,244). 

22. As per claim 6, Axberg et al show that a reconfiguration computer system can include a 
modem (column 1, lines 13-14 and column 15 lines 67- column 16 line 3). 

23. Ofer et al and Axberg et al fail to show the use of a dialback modem wherein the dialback 
modem is adapted to respond to a connection initiated from the modem by requesting entry of a 
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password, to verify an entered password, to upon verification of the password disconnect the 
connection and initiate a connection to the modem. The secure dial-back modem is configured to 
limit connection attempts, e.g., permit only two attempts, before automatic disconnect. The 
connection is then broken. The modem at the monitored system then dials back the service 
center. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to use a dialback modem in a reconfiguration system to authenticate a user in order to 
prevent unauthorized use. 

24. As per claim 11, Ofer et al and Axberg et al fail to show a method including remotely 
verifying and testing the second configuration. 

However, Wookey shows a method of remotely performing diagnostic tests during 
hardware or software configuration (column 2, line54 - column 3, line 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to combine the teachings of Ofer et al, Axberg et al, and Wookey to create 
a method for remote reconfiguration and further including remotely verifying and testing 
configuration because to this step is important to verify that the configurations are suitable. 

25. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ofer et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,209,059) in view of Axberg et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,009,466) as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Vacon et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,151,895). 
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26. As per claims 2 and 3, Ofer et al and Axberg et fail to show a computer system, wherein 
the storage management host is a terminal server configured to provide Ethernet connection to a 
local area network (LAN) connected to the host and the master storage unit and further 
configured to provide a serial connection with the master storage unit. 

However, Vacon et al show a terminal server device provides connection between 
terminals which operate asynchronously to transmit data to and receive data from the LAN 
typically dedicated to a plurality of terminals via serial data lines originating from the terminal 
server and terminating at respective terminals. The terminal server also provides a node for 
connection to the LAN. The LAN provides for packet data transmission between the terminal 
server and the host computer (column 1, lines 24-34). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to combine the teachings of Ofer et al, Axberg et al, and Vacon et al to 
create a remote reconfiguration system wherein the storage management host is a terminal server 
that provides Ethernet connection because doing so would help establish a communication 
between a number of terminals and host computers. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicants 
disclosure. D'Errico et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,314,503) teach a method and apparatus for 
managing the placement of data in a storage system to achieve increased system performance. 
Jantz et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,499) teach a method and apparatus performing mass operations 
on a plurality of managed devices on a network. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ramsey M Refai whose telephone number is (703) 605-4361. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (703) 305-8498. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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